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Coensumers Food Protection Association
643 14th, Menle Park., CA 94025

SWRTF Sept 10 1999

Re: Sewnge Shudge (Biosolids) Lund Application DEIR Comments

Trear SBTE Board:
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eziate the goals of the Studge Tand Application as Recyeling as much of our state’s waste o possible is the right
Lafortunately. this propusat has wore scientific holes and fegul loopholes than n sisve. We huve serioUs

rmificnt impacts which the projoct could cause andl which sre not dessribed or unalyecd as required by
resmeenial Queality Act (CLEQA) Fublic Rusouress Code 21000 ¢l sey., and

VR4, i ITpacts cun Revey be adoyguaccly mitigated.

tine threshold Tor signilicnt inpacts is the *ir apgament® standard, The tdgge 15 casily met by the lmpucts

imer

TTRODTICTION .
Rachicks Lmvnment & Health Weekly published s twa peal scries oa sewage sludge m August 1997 where they sct the
stage {1 - aannnung this proposed project .

o hnaan wastes were the only subslanees enlosing the sewsge treatment phanl, then sewage sludge would contain
suntents wnd should be retamed to the bmd.* "Unforunaiely, most sowsge treatmenl, phnts reccive industrial
i wasles, which are ther mised with the human wastes, crcating & poorly-undersiood mixire of nutrits und
i sial pusons. Furthenmore, many Anwritan citics have built scwge systems {hst mix stonn water nnofll with
jar scwage; overy (ime  zain storm seours these cilics” stroels, adtitional toxins arc added 1 the sewage

g~ “he Bundamentul probiom with sewage sludge s tal its four main calegorics of poleniial pollutamts
wrzens. pathugans, 1xie organics, wil hesvy metals —~behave differently swnd caomut all be munasged by wny
1 ksl of treatmest 81"
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- g 5 result. sewnge sludge contains a strange braw of nutrients laced with Jow levels af PCRs | polychlarinated
tnaphenylzd dioxing and furans: chlarinated pesticides [such as TINT. DD, TIDE, dieldrin, AT.DRIN (emphasis
addeds endrin. chiordane, heptachlor. lindane, mirex, kepane, 2.4.5-T, and 2.4-DR carcinogenic polynuclear
sromanc hydracadsans [FAHs). heavy metals {arsenic, mercury, lead sélenium, eadmiuem, etc.]: bacteria, viruses,
|arasatee worms, and fungii| 1] industrial solvents; ashestos: petroleum products, and an and an. American
dustry uses roughly 70,000 ditferent chemicals and any of these can he found in sewage fludpe —depending on
who's pouring what dowa the drain ot any iven time and place. Tn addition ta the original chemigals, unique
matalolines and degradation produsts develop anew in shudge. To give but one examples trimethylamine can be
converted to the powerful carcinogan, dimethylnitrosamine |2J* [AR]12)" [AB) This describes your proposed

vl

* Residental commercial and industrial sewape are all comhined in this sludpe - there are na separate treatment facilties
handling 1ne pollutants accuring fram industrial wastewater, specifically heavy metals. Can storm runoff get in the sludpe?
The dacvment s requirad to hut fails te inform us,

A * Cabifenia is the top state in the 118, in pounds of pesticide 1se - The likely contamination of sewape sludge with
. I, dangersus pesticides is very high. .

* A5 proposed, fius GO does not adequataly manitor this mix of paisons. .
What petential hazardaus ingredients could be added? What potential ingredients could be added to dilute (hut not
removed the poisons? (Ditution is the Selution to Tallution) ’

* The restalting product is intended ta be used affosite in the future. Such poirars os lead and other heavy metals can
ticaceumslate i the soil. '

* This project has substantial Teopholes that altew hazardous pallutants and pathogens to cascade through and petentially
cause serpous, adverse, long-range human and environmental impacts. .

THEHRE 15 NO LEST OF RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. (5-17)
We find « mcradible that vou have not named each of the following as Respansible Agencies -

* Whidlfe Service (Listed mammals, bird, reptites and amphibigas), 115-National ‘Marine Fisheries Service
-k fish e. g coho. steglhead), TIS-Amiy Coms of Engineers (Clean Water Act oversight),

rest Service. Region 5 (NFMA oversight of animal species). FF'A Region ¥ (numerons aversights),

.. Fxer of Fish and Gante (ES A oversight}. Catifomia Thepariment of Health Serviees (human health oversight).
at Cammission (farmlands adfacent to coastal zone), Califonia Depanment of Pesticide Regulation,
esources Board

Cahtorn.,
Calitern:s

e

Tease rewrite the DETR including the ahove agencies os responsihle ag
recirculate as o Traft.

under CRQA consult with them, then

CRIOSOLIDS" 18 DOUBLESPEAK - USE "SEWAGE STAMGE"

Doublespak 15 beeonting so comsmen there is a newsleter devoled entirely W cxposing the mest cgrogious wommples. it is
publishe.d by the National Couneif of Teachers of Linglish. Willism Lutz of Rulgers Universily & Tormer wdilor of the
nevesletios swro 4 book TDOLBLESPEAKS in 1953 published by Larper Collins. Parade mugine called

*- A" "Cme of the mest inlomstive, amusing. and frighlening books weve reud in yours.® TV ‘Julk show hosl
wrste MR Btz is the 1990 Guorge Orwell.

HAVE TODESTROV IT TO SAVETT .

"Generating Acres for Restoration” is a variation on *We had Lo destoy the village in oxdder 1o save iL* It is oflen used o try
to bade ceosystem dostruction with a pleassnt seunding phrase. (U3, Korest Serviee 1995) A now varistion of this is “we
have: 3 bum a forest (o keep it healthy.”

W tabe particulir distiain in the misuse of words to hide envircsmental harm. Your DEUR docs this.

The aai. " faan Sludge 1s Good For You® (Stauber 8 Famplon, 1995) explains the CAMPAIGN by the Waler
1 sderarion (ormerly known ss Federation of SEWAGE Works Associalions) o -
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1. Come v with 2 term t hide the affensive term "sewage,” and
2. Get p=aple w stop calling it studge” (pz 105}

“The Water Faveranment Federation is actually the sewage industry’s main trads, lobby and publie relations onganization,
with over J 100t members and 2 multi-million dettar budget that supperts o 100 member staff.” -Toxic Sludge Ts Goad Far
Ymp pg 193 . X ) '

Your HEIR adnljlsi that the reak term i "Sewage Shudge” and that "Riosolids” is the subsidiary term in the Fxecutive
Summary pye F5-5 The vast majority of your citations (Chapter 16) which mention either *Sewage Sludge” or "Biosalids™
inthew tfe. use the term “Sewage Sludize” in its own title. -

Tinder the DPREM's Publie Health Citations at least thirty three (33) references include the “ " ar® " whi
anly fire : 3) use the term "hiosalids.” v @9 form Sludge” ar semsge” while

Arrmr;g e havdest to refute is the 1946 National Academy of Sciances i i

A f E paper which uses the term "sludge® in a reference
. m!e you eriz under Tublic Heaith. The &pelling checker for this word processing program does not re::ggniu tie term
"hiosolid” but "sewape”, “Sludze” and "sewnge studge™ all are recopnized.

Finally upon examining all seven dictionaries at cur bocal universitys library - none (zera) include the term *hinsatid" yet
alk mclude the terms “sewage”. "Sludge” and "sewoge sludge.® Mease remove all use (especially in the praposed Gener:.ﬂ
Crdar Title and the FTR Title) of the auphemism “Biosalids™ and vestore them with the far Slearer, more familiar and mere
apparent tzm *Rewage Sludge.” Failing to do 0 may be a viststion of CRQA which places a high pricrity on Tublic
particyiat-on The of this euphemism prectudes public participation hy hiding the real topic from those unfamiliar
ginctuding: screntists) with the term *hiasolid.” '

(A= an alternative “Humanure enhanced with industrial waste® might be acceptable. Barely kidding.)

EVERY LOAD OF SLUDGE MUST BL TESTED AT SOURCE

Sew.f.uge \zeuicies receiva waste which they tum into sludge from many zources and areas. This is not mentioned nor are the
moniton g capahilities {or lack thereof) of the saurces evaluated or deseribad. Fach patentinl source must be analyzed for
potentia mpacts of poliutants or o1l non-evaluated sources must he prohibited by a eandition of appraval. The document
?nls to derang the eriteria used to refect sludge loads. Sludge must he carefully tested to meet clearly defined eritaria

Citel i n:nsy he disclosed in advance of CEQA approval_ i

Sludg= <an vary widely in compasition from Tisur to haur. For example: When commergial and industrial operations shazt
down at Sgin on Fridays the studge changes its composition. Bvery load of sludge should be tested. Nat necessarily every
trucktoud. bt every hatch provided by ¢ach different sludge vender. ’ ' '

Sludpe 1esting times ure undelined.. -
Testing on weeliends when commercial and industria] waste is nat in the waste stream is nat acceptable. Shudge testing,
nust be dane durthg typieal and worst cace waste stream conditions.

Tlnqualitied saaff for monitoring verification must be prohibited. Quualjfications of manitoring persannel are undefined.
:«{l'mmm g pessonnel must he specifically trained and pass riporous tests to parform these tasks.

igorou~ watmng and testing of Monitaring personnel must be a condition of praject approval. Untrai
personnel must he prohihited from pefforming monitaring. rrel o rrined and untected

SEWAGE VENDORS DO NOT TEST ADEQGUATELY

Atdeast vne major Sludge vendor has o track recerd of insdequate testing ahility. NPDES Manitoring Repants shaw o
pattern of -

N Taiemir vinkations 7

2 Faiturs to complete required tests

3 Faitwre to properdy perform tests

4) Failurz 1o 1ind adeguate testing Tabaratory for standard polhatants (DT, Toxaphens, Reryilium).
: ~
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Sewar Dsmicts are ™Ladequate monitors of sludge poi which could potentially be present in sludge intended for use
an agriculiura! land and could bicaccumulate and shaw up in agriculture or food products. Any agency’s capabillty to
adeguately test for contamination must e analyzed far potential impacts {e.p. 1esting failures) or the praject appraval must
epecify & cqualified third party to test sludge prior ta its use on land application.

THE BOCUMENT FAILS IO DEFINE AND LIMIT INGREDIENTS IN SLUDGE.

Accardsg 1o one shudze vendar (Sewer Agency) they receive waste from aver 160,001 commercial and 30 industrial
customers. This industreal and commercial waste goes into the sludge prapased for yaur praject. The types and quantities
ofthe patennally hazardous waste products from these = must be disclosed and studied As the praject is loosely
dafinad and cansirained naw, VDT and ashestas could he in the sludge and endup undetested in the finished product.
Steict definitians of what hazardous poltutants ace allowed and prohibited must be prepared and provided for agency and

public review

Rachel's Envisanment & Haolth Weekly series describes the impacts of studge on agricuttural fields:

- A4 Rabert Gandland of the World Bank and waxste consultant Abhy Rockefeller have recently written, Tand
application {of sludpe] was implemented in Sweden in the early 19R0s with disastrows results, which to date the
1'% FIPA sesms tobe ignoving. Such a practice rmst lead to aecumulation in living thesues of heavy metals and
persistent organic chemicals: first they accunmulate in the soil, then in decamposer microhes and roil-conditioning
vertebrates. Other life forms are damaged as thetsands of non-hincompatible suhstances move up the food
cham The taxic effact on crops. as well 25 on the consumens of such crops, is Tuying risks for the firture."[Rh) Tt
I3, heen shown, for example, that sewape studge applied to soils can increase the diaxin intake of humans eating

leaf {or cows milk) produced from those soils |9
Racliels Frnvrronment & Health Weskly article describes the impacts of EPA's failure to adequately regulate heavy metals

and other prollutants:
“FT*A issuied numeric standards for 10 metals (; capper, lead, mercury, molybdemim,

ickel. selenium, and zine).|8] Howaver, the movement of metals from soils into groundwater, surface water,
alants. and wildlife —and af the hundreds af other taxins in fludge, which EP'A chase not to regulate —~are poarly
snderstood.| 2] Their movement depends upan at Teast the fallowing factars: plant spesiss. sail type, sail
morsture, sail acidity or alkalinity, shudge application rate, slape. drainage. and the specific chemistry of the

< and of the sfudge itselff13.54§°

Armi 1

LS

1ettuce aod ofhier Troduce could he adversely affected and pose health harards:
Research clearly shaws that. under some conditions {which are not fully understoad), toxic metals and arganic
\dustrial poisons ean he transferred from shudge-treated soils into erops.]19) TRTTUCE (emphasis ndded),
wpimach. cabhage. Swiss chard. pnd carrots have a1 be¢n shownta accumulate toxie metals and/or toxic

chlprnated hydrocarxms when grawn on soils teeated with sewage sludge.|20,21,22,03.24)" [ 1]

LEAL. PESTICIDES AND ASBESTOS ARE NOT PROIUBITED IN THE SLUDGE. L

These als are commonly used in local cammercial and industrial applications. They are a patentially significant
mpact an k must he aualyzed BRFCORE project approval. For exampleaccarding te ene Regional Water Quality Control
Fioard 1 Sewape Thistrict has detected the pesticide "Aldrin® in (ctober and Novamber of 1997,

‘The lullowing direel pullutants have been found in sludge. -
Therr potential i the sludge proposed must he evatuated and should he prohibited:

PO [poivehilorinated hiphenyls): dioxins and furans: chlorinated pasticides (such as DT, NN, T, dieldrin,
ALDRT remphasis added), endrin, chlardane. heptachtor, lindane, mirex, kepone. 2.4.5-T, and 2,4-N]: car¢inogenic
potynuclzar aromatie hydrocarbans [PAHs]: heavy metats |arsenic, mercury. kead, selenium, cadmium, ete. ), hacteria,
warses, narssitic warms, and fangiz] 1| industrial solvents; ashestos, petraleum products and cartainly dihydrogen
moncraas which has been detected in many. i not most, apriculture products grown in the Central Valley 2eco
Califorua Trepartment of Toxic Substancs Contral. .
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A Tist af chemizals and pesticides permitted in each service aréa should he oboained from the State Thept of Testicide
Regulation and their impacts must be evaluated and prohibited. Any ch 1 used could end up in the sewer system and
thus in the studge and should he tested for. R

Tn 2ddiion to the original chemicals, uniqus metabalites and degradation products develap anew in sludge. To give but ane
example trimethylaming can he converted to fhe powerful carcinagen, dimethylnitrasamine. Al hamiful degradation
produets. must he prohibited.

LEAD . .
Your allweahle 330 mpfkg coneentration for Tead is an outrageousty high risk for humen health.
Tead 1= a “umulative T'oison

T.ead causes Trreversihle Tissue Tlamage

T.ead 1 the NMost toxic of the 240 mast hazardous toxics

T.ead Accumulates in banes and soft tissuz .

T.ead Cran only he cleaned from soft tissue. not from hones. ATEDR - ToxFAQs - T.ead

" ToxFAQs Tead April 1993
Agency tor Toxic Substances and Tisease Registry
This fact shest answers the most frequently asked health questions about lead. For more information, you may catl
A0u4G30.60 This fact shaet is one in a series of summaries shout hazardaus substances ard their health effects. This
wfarmat.on 1s mportant because this suhszance may harm you The effects of exposure to any hazzrdous substance depend
on the dine. the duratien, how you are expased, persanal traits and habits, and whether other chemicals are present.

SRR Exposure to lead happens mostly from breathing sworkplace air or dust, and eating contaminated foads.
Chuldren can he expased from eating tead-hased paint chips, or playing in contaminated sofl. Tead con damage the nervous
system. Fidaeys. and the immyne systems T.ead has heen faund in at Teast 922 of 1,360 Natienal Priarities List sites
identified by the Environmental Trotection Agency.

T.ead has many different uses. most importantly in the production of batterfes. T.ead is alse in ammunition, metal praducts
(walder and pupes). roofing, and devices te shield x-mys.

Frecouse of health toncerns, tead from gasoline, paints and ceramie products, caalking, and pipe salder has heen
dramatically reduced in recent years. -

What happens 10 lead when it anters the environment? -

T.ead 1selt does, not hraals down, hut lead compounds are changed by sualight, air, and water. When released to the air from ).

indusary o burning of fossil fuels ar waste, it stays in air shout 10 days.

Moast of the lead in sail comes from particles falling out of the air.

ity soib. adse contain lead from landfills and teaded paint.

T.ead sticks to soil partiches. -

Tt does not mova from soil to undenground water or drinking water unless the water is acidie or "soft".
Tt stavs 2 long ume in bath soil and wates .

How might Tlx exposed to 1ead? .

Breatiung workplace ir {lead smelting, refining. and manufacturing industries)

Thrinkeng water that comes fram lead pipes or Tead saldered fittings

Hireathrng o Ingesting contaminated soil. dust. air, ar water near waste sites

Eating c-ntaminated foad grown an sail centaining lead ar food covered with lead-containing dust
Breathnz fumes of ingesting lead from habbies that use lead (leaded-plass, ceramics)

Haw cor bzad affect my health? . .
T.zad can affact almost every organ and system in your body. The mest sensitive is the central nérvous system, particutarly

in children T.2ad also damages kidneys and tie immune system. The effects ac the same whether it is hreathed ar
swallowed

Exposure 10 lead is more dangerous for young and unbam children, TTthom childeen can he exposed to lead through their
mothers. Harmiul effects include premature hirths, smaller hahies, decreased mental ahility in the infant. learning
difficultias and raduced prowth in voung children. These effects are more common after expasure to high levels of lead.

a5 of 13
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cause weakness in Tingers, Wrists, or ankles, and possihly affest the memary. A

T adulte 2ad may decrease reaction time. o aas the mate fep e cystem, The

1 .2ad may cause poemia, d disorder of the hlood. Tt can cause ahnmm_q an :
c,n:\x\ecti;-\-; hetween these effects and exposure to 1aw levels of lead is uncertain.

likely is Sead 10 cause eancer? .
%?e“ T::'[:kr-:lslent of Health and Humar Services (VFHS) has determined thiat lead seetate and 1ead phosphate may

reasonobiy he anticipated to he cartinagens hased an studies in animals, There is inadegquate evidence to clearly daterming
i b
lead's carcinogenicity in humans.
3
A bload test is avaikable to measure the amount of lead in your hlnod_nnd to est_imm_e the amaunt of inwnqpmur.e : '::tl:‘ni .
'-Blood tests are commonly used to screen children for patential Chml}lfﬁdrpzmr‘"ng.t'r'hex:’::::fd?:ml]ﬁ A
e Y i i Tevel o if the amaunt in

Treventwn (CTXTY cansiders ehildren tohave an elevated ¢ ame | 5 4

::?:ro:_tr;nw pet deciliter (10 g/dl). T.ead in teeth and hones can he measured with X-mays, Tt this test ir not as readily

available

+ the fc . i heulth?

B edern! government made recommendutions (o protect humus | L

#: l'.! ::u';m:::' Te;it;ease Ciontral and Trevention {CTXC) reaom;wnds;:l! chdl'l:‘iren he nr‘;umd for lead paisoning ot least
.zar. This is especially impartant for children hetween 6 man and & years ol .

:ﬁ“?‘:ni’?nrnm::ml T*rzte:ctin}n Agency (FP'A) requires tend in air notto excesd 1.5 micrograms per cuihll_c r_net:r gl |:
ug!m':'ﬂ‘) avecaged over 3 months. The sale af lended pasaline is Illegal as af Deceminar 31, 1995 FPA limits 123

inking 13 micrograms per liter {15 0g/.). . o
g’::l::ﬁs‘::a;: :“‘:fadud1 m“:'s'afetv Cﬂpr:mission (CT'SC) FTA, and the states conteol the lavels of bead in d.r_mt.\ngx::r o
conlars "\‘v'atet enolers that retease Tead must he recalled ar repaired. New cooters must be |q&fru. Trinking T

schaals must he Testad for lead.

The Taepaament of Housing and Uthan Development (FUID) requires that federally funded housing and renavations, public

heusing and Indian housing be tested for lead-hased paint hazards, Hazards must he fixed by cavering the paint or
removH 1% !
istrati imf tion of lead in workraom gir to 50
Ciceupanoral Safety and Health Admmistratien (OSHA) limits the concentr ¢ ¢ .
L‘-ec;l:iunm:n fon an St-];mur warkday. 1 a warker has 2 hlood 1ead level of 40 ug/dL., OSHA requires that worker tohe.

removed trom 1he workmaonm.

Carcinopemoity Ahiliny o cause cancer. .
Anenua i -ow numhers of red hlood cells or hemoglobin.
Tagesting Tabmg food or drink into your hody.
Micropram gl (e millianth of a gram.

References ]
Ageney tov Teuc Substances and Disease Registry (ATSOR). 1993,

Tlepartment of Health and Human Services, Puhlic Health Service.

Toxicological profile for tead. Atlania: IS,

Agency tor Torac Substances and Tisease Repistry (ATSDIR). 1993. Cass studies in environmental medicine: T.ead

toxicity Atlanta: 118, Department af Health and Human Servicas, Public Health Service.

Where can T get more informatien? . . h
ATSDT zan el you where to find eccupatinnal and environmen! . O el
and treat ilnesses rasulting from exposure to hazardous substanges. Vou gan alsa cantact your community o

or envirenmental quality depariment if you have any mare qtse.-ﬂions ar cancems. For m:]r; i:;nir]t:‘::m;: :;r;\tta;tn ml‘\%::cy
for Tonxte Substances and Tiseose Registry Division of Texicology 1600 Clifton Ro2d N, Mailstop k-2

ealth clinics. Their specialists can recognize, evaluats,
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The SC%~ analysis (pa 3-17) i§ another cutrageous avoidance of potential enviranmental impact anatysis and disclosure.
Tf the organic compands are "volatile, and 50 last™ or "are quickly lost to the atmosphere” - they constitute air pollution and CAV A grvers all Bodies of Water within the TS (33 CFR 1362(7) ry
must be analyzed as a envicanmental air pallution impact, 47-12 CWA eovers among other waters: All waters, including their tributaries. suhject to the ¢hb and flow of tids (avery craek 47-15

There is na getting around it as your TIETI tries ta 50 - you must either analyze the imy af the toxic chemicals in the whigh eventually flows into the sea): and all waters, including their tributaries, ever used for interstate and fareign

sail o 155 The air - hut you cannat avaid hath. Tn fact CEQA requires that you not aveid either. So da bath. commerce 33 CFR Sec 328 3(a): and isctated inland waters repularly used hy endangered species or migratery birds, (Coﬂt) :
EPA's REFERENCE DOSE 15 MEANINGLESS : REDUCTION DOES NOT MEAN SAFE

The Tefeience Diases (R used throughaut this TYETR (pg F-38) are literally and ahsolutely meaningless hecause RIT> . The projsosed Greneral Order anly prapases 1o "reduce” potential diseass-causing organisms. “Reduce is not quantitative or J 4716
allowes, nwahiiplication by zero! As you may know multiplying any vatue hy zero equals zere. This makes the RFT) whoillya mesninglut. Tlease provide a quantitative limit.

judgment - rather than 2n ohjective measure of anything. A pesticide with an extremely high risk and hazard eould he mode

to appen sate with the use of a Madifying Facter of 0.000001 TS WITHIN LEGAL LIMITS" - 18 IRRELEVANT :

TISFTA« calculation of RED includes a parameter called the Madifying Faetor (MF). “We're nt exeeedmg legal limits (of the 503 Regulations)” The only retevam question is - Iz that gead encugh?

From "Reterence Dase (RIT): Treseription and Use in Health Risk Assessments Backgraund Document LA March 15, . Tlsing 1.ezal (or pavemmental) Timits for Pesticides is mastly irmelevant. The anly relevant question to ask ahaut the
pestieides. use is_ "Is it low enaugh to complately protect the public interest and the enviranment?”

1993 . ’
1.1 limits may appear to he seientific limits, but they were palitical limits when they were set. One thing you ean he sure
- "Modifvuy Factor (MF)" L . L af-wh ¢ couporation can make lots of money by lobhying to set o human health limit er when on agency ¢an spead 47
Tl professional judgment to determine the MF, which is an additional uncertainty factor that is greater than 7ere and less 4 i o 77 less monay dailig what it has to - health limits are not limits set hy science. Far example the 1958 "Trelaney Clause” caused -17a
than or equal o HL® - 7‘ 13 R - Testi¢ide hfanufachurers problems hecause it obsalutely prevented the use of certain pesticides. .
("greate than zero” - The value 0.OKK001 is gesater than zera) i They put immense constant pressure on FPA and it hecame F'A's prohlem.
*The magnitude of the MF depends upon the prafessianal assessment of sci¢ntific uncertainties nf.l'he study and data base . FT'A decided ta "repulate” substances that were tatally prohihited! This is exactly like having a Palice department deciding
not exphicatly freated ohove: &5, the completeness of the overall data base and the number of speciss tested. The default 1o allow a certatn amount of murder or rape - even though they are prohihited The Federal Courts found, without any
vatue fon the NIF is 1.* . . . ambiguity. that B A's degision was absalutely wrang and overtamed their regulation. - :
**Saurce Adapted from Thoursan and Stana, 1983° What is a complexity rating and what does it mean? 47 17b

Why do hoth I acres and 460200 acres have the samns *B' rating?
While teclmically this doesn't allow awltinlication by exactly 7ero, but it does allaw muttiplication hy a numher s clese to

7ARD 0% ¥ Car imagine (g GOODO0OGOOBODINMONNH) This renders all ather careful measurements of hazard and risk PATIOGENS NOT ELIMINATED
used in TT3 meaninglass because this MF is determined purely hy “prafessional judgment.” This is hardly eience. TPotentra) disease.causing orpanisms should be eliminated - not rédused.
Tathogens will not ba completely eliminated - only reduced to an ambiguous and unstated level. Tf pathogens are atlowed in
We request that you publish all Modifying Facters for avery polhutant nating clearly those pollutants which have no RD H * finished 1and applied sludge. this will hove a potentiolly significant impact due to the health hazards. Tdantification,
ANT) creste new ones that meaningfully reflect the hazard for human and listed species health. quantiticaron and avnidance af potential pathogens BEFORE praject appraval is required hy CEQA. 47-18

WATER QUALITY ONLY . Rememberning that you are under a Superior Court Order - Please re-write each food crap hasvest restriction to ADD a
The pojosed arder i anly intended to regulate threats to water quality. (pg FS-7 para 3} Tt does not provide any pathioger level trigger - hefare which foad crops can not he planted. Then recirculate this as an SEIR.

eompanent 1o snalyze impacts on food foads erops, humans consumption of fooderaps or any other apricultunal effects. - E

“This is an outrageous "oversight.” PATLHIOCENS v. TIME

- ; The paaposed Feneral Crder only restricts fand crop harvesting., grazing, public access with a time periad. Time is
The profosed Graneral Crder only proposes ta "reduce” potential di using arpanisms, This is geously 47-14. absehately inelevant to hazard.

inadequate This proposed General Order 15 not for the poarest areas of China, Tndia ar Amtaretica. Tt is for the 8th largest ! Teathoyens can increase aver time - especially in fertile ground such as that used for agriculture! 47-19

econemy i the world with among the highest standard of Living!

. The anly relevant measure is the pathapen Tevel.
Thus sheows the Tally of neglecting to include State Department of Health Services as 2 respansible agency. ; Tet RIS ASSESSMENTS WERE NOT PERFORMED pg 510
- Tertarm the sk assasiments!

SURFACE WATER v CGROUNDWATER

Surface water impacts are not always analyzed inthe TFER - only groundwater. Please re-examine all impacts upon surface CLEAN WATER ACT & SAFE DRINKING WATER ACTS ICNORED

waters especrally m light of the Safe Drinking Water Act TISC 42, 300fj-8. SDWA repulates Maximam Clontaminate ) The propased Greneral (rder clearly peahibits any application which could cause a Calif Prap G5 vislation. Why aren't TIS

T.evels measured st the tap. It cavers at least 81 pollutants - different fram 126 of CWA. Toxics fram underground sources \ Clean Water Aet viokations and Safe Drinking Water Act similardy prohibited?

or tzals trom dandfills in drinking water. 47-20
47-15 FOUOWING T2 IANIATEs OF The LD LIISN Waler Act - No apphieation shoutd he ollowed Wherg & REAVY Fain can wash any ot

Tlease alsn discuss how allowing any pollutian in any hody of water is cansistent with the Clean Water Act, 1972.1987, the shudye inte any class 3 watercourse or larger stream.

IS¢ 33 Hec 1251-1376

CWA Trmarily reganlates Municipal Séwage. Tndustrial Thischarge and Agricultural tunoff. Tenroft ollutants may require Clezn Water Act 401 ar 404 permits. Tlease consult with Army Coms of Fngineers to 47-21

| detemune wheather such permits are needad.

VA govers of laast 126 priority pollutants. These are different from SDWA's 81 pallutants. v
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Tunoft pollutants may vialate the Safé Drinking Water Act Flease cansult with EFA to determine whather such thresholds I 47 22

will e evceeded

.CONLBL‘('H.‘ SEWACE SYSTEMS -
Tlease lirz 1 detail al} Sewage Systems in Califomia that have ahsoutely separate industri
We don't Ielisve there are any.

1 and residential ape pripes.

., Please analyze separate industrial and résidential sewage pipes as mitigation.
Tlease analyze seporate industrial and residential fewage pipss as an Altemative.
Very specifically what is "stabilized” .sew.lge sludge? pg FS-6

ANIMALS MISSING
Tg 7. 101 appears 10 contain several emors.
Under *Tretiution of Special Status Species” it states - .
Tlants listed or prapased for listing 25 threataned or endangered under the federal BESA (50 CFR 17.12 {listed
rlants) 30CFR 12,11 [listed animals), and various notices in the Federal Repister | proposed species]}®

We suspect that the waord “animals* was inadvertently left out and ask that it he insarted like this -

Tlants AN ANTMALS listed o proposed for listing a5 threatened or endangered under the federal ESA (50
CFR 17 12 listed plangsf, 20 CFR 17111 |listed animals), and various notices in the Federal Register | propased
species]i:* (Added words capitalized)

Several 1allowing FBullet points seem 10 have the same omission. Please carrect this and all impact analysis related ta it. We
supzest the following: .

Yrfnution of Special Status Species
T4ant« and animals listed ar proposed for Tisting as threatened or endangered under the federal ESA (50 CFR
<712 {histed plants). S CFR 17,11 listed animals], and various notices in the Federal Register |proposed
~pecies)i:
Tlanw and animals that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the federal
THAG2FR IR2:40307-4021 1, Sept 19, 1997);
Tlants and animals listed ar proposed for listing by the state of California os fhreatened ar endanpered under the
“itorma E3A (14 CCR 670.5).
T1ants listad undar the Califomia Native Tlant Protectian ACT {California Fish & Game Code, Section 19060 et
seql.
Tlants and animals that meet the dafinition of rare or endangared under CEQAA (State CEQA Guidetines, Section
13380 including those eonsidered by CNDS to he rare, threatened. or endanpared in Califomia (Lists 1B and 2
m Skinner and Pavlik 1994);
ninial species of special concem to TIFG (Remsen 1978 [bird). Williams 1986 {mammals}, and Jenaings and
Hayes 1994 [amphibians and repzites and
Amimals fully protected in Califomia (California Fish & Game Code, Seetion 3511 {birds], 4700 |mammals), and
SO56 | reptiles and amphibians]).
LISTEL SPECLES HABITAY IMPACT CRITERIA IGNORED
The TSFTE substantially misstated a highly important and vitally relevant criteria for determsination of significant impacts on
histed species {pgx 7-9) -

CLQA tudelne 15065 clearly states ... reduee the numbr or estrics the range of un endungered, Ture or threstened
speeies . " .

RESTRICT THE RANGE. is dramatically different from "suhstantially affect.® Tn the fantous Mirs Monte case the loss of

anly a guester acre of plant hohitat triggered a mandatary Finding of Significance.

B
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From: Consumers Food Protection Assoc 8-18-93 4:édpm

Tn Iight of the massive amounts of listed spacies hahitat which could be adversely affected by this project the DEIR needs A
o be 1e-1Ttten. with re-consultation and vecirculation. Tlease correct this and all impact analysis related to it.

LEGAL AND PEHYSICAL ESA SPECIES IMPACT ANALYSES NEEDED

The Timpacts of Sludpe Application on species. especially hirds and amphibians, listed under the 135 and California
FEndangered Species Acts (FSAY need tobe evaluated with extreme conservative caution.

The ES consultation and Bialogical Opinion must be completed BEFORFE the activity talcas place. We hape it is nat
necessary to litipate to insure this acours in this case.

SWRCE has no exemption fram on ESA Section 1 consultation regarding the impacts on listed species.

Each of the follewing federal and state listed species peeusk in Califomia or has haohitat in Califomnia that could he offected
Ty this sludge application. We request that the impacts on each of these specien, theic habitat and their food ehain (hoth as

predatee and as foodh be included in the tarmal ESA eonsultation and that all impaets on them be quantified PRTOR to use.

Condar
Great gray owl Eif awl

Flue Whale Humphack Whate
‘Marhled Murrelet Northern Spotted Crwel

Southern Sea Citer
Bald Fagle

Snowy Flover Hahitat
Great Hormed Ol
Bellis viren

Western

Western Snawy Plaver American Peregine Falcon  Catifornia Brown Pelican Teast
Swainsan's hawk Califomnia T.east Tem  TFallid Rat Bank Swallow Willow

Flycatcher Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) San Joaquin Kit Fox Monterey Thusky-Footed Woodrat  Manterey
Cornate Shrew Smith's Filue Fautterfly California red-Yegged frop

West “rast SreeThead Tidewater Gohy Coho Salmon Fairy Shrimp habitat
Giriz=dy Fear Mountain Tion Gray Whale (delisted} White Ahalone Rlack Ahalone

Pink Ahalone Green Abalone Southwestem T'ond Turtle

Califorma Ted.Tegeed Frop Santa Cruz long-toed ralomander

We ask that you - . .
a Subnnt a written requast to the Secretaries of Tnterior (for TTS-FWS) and Commerce (for NMFS) fora list of
apecies that "may” he present in the "action areas."

I Singe 1t is essentially admitted in your documentation that listed species will be present in the action areas, we
1agquest vou have the Secrétarias initiate a Biological Cpinion on the impacts af Sludge Application ANDTTS
TRGR ADATRES ANTY METARCATTES an AT L listed BIRT), amphibian and fish species which cauld be
potentially present or downstream or downwind of any action areas, and

¢ Tenuate o formal consultation with the 115 Fish & Wildlife Service on the impacts of Sludge AND TS

TIEGRE ATIATES AN METABCTATES on ALL listed RTRTY, amphihian and fish species which could be
|rotentially present or downstream o downwind of ony action areas.

The threshold af ham (loss of a singde fndividual) is recopnized hy the Califomia Ervironmental Quality Act Section
15065 which deams the death of a single ndividual of a listed species, ar the loss of any habitat of listed speciesisa
sigrnticant impact Tse of this paisen in Califormia will undoubtedly - -

2. kil at least one individual of a listed spegies and
b. cause the loss of any habitat of a listed species.

ENFORCEMENT AT LEAST INFEASIBLE, PROBABLY IMPOSSIBLE

Tnahiliny 10 Enforce Conditions of Approval

CROQA Rectian 21681.6(b) states

"4 publn sy SILALL provide thal measures 1o miligate or avord significaml wlfecls on the aquvironment are JULLY
ENFORCEABLE.

Cur dictionary defines "enforce” as "able to inpos rformance.™
A pe

p. 10 of 13

N47-25
(cont)

47-26

47-27

17 Al conditinns must have a numeric goal and o completion date.
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[=1=]
From: Consuers Food Protection éssoc

§-18-33 4:45pm

Nan Cuanuified hdigations and Cronditions can not be enforced. When a condition has no numeric or completion date
performance geals it is not possible to ohjsetively, or judicially. determine whether the geal has been achieved. This makes
that eonditean unenforceable failing the CEQA Sectien 21081 .6h mandate.,

has no process o methad of racking or enfarcing conditions of projeet appraval. The process actually tuens
aver miworing to the discharger (i.e. Giving a Foxthe keysto the Henhouse!; "CGosh, Tl just sand in the samptes from the
wludge that Trave for testing pposes.™)

3) SWRR has repeatedly failed to enfarce conditians of approval. (Fxsamptes can he found by chacking the Regional
affice’s ecmplaint logs and comparing them 1o the enforcement files.)

) Condihions must be CTitizen Enforceable.
Tn arder 1= he fully enforceable, a dischargzer's o land owner's faiture to perform canditions must be ableta be hrought by 2
citizen hefore 3 judge. -

- {When SWRCTE has the autharity to enforce mitigation conditions ond they, however accidently or neglectfully fail to, or
chase not to manitar or enforee a candition, that condition is nat *fully enforced" or fully enforceahle.

Thus ams conditions imposed by SWRCE are not "Fully Enfarceahle” s required hy CEQA Section 21081.6h unless each .
can ha hrought hy a eitizen before a judge. .

Al of the above is Substantial Evidence showing that SWRCR, for whatever reasons (whether they are incapahle of or
unwithing 10, do not manitar.or enforee conditions of praject approval to he sble to “fully enforce”™ them.

Thus N conditians imposed by SWRCT can be reasansbly claimed to be "FULLY ENFORCEABLE® a5 required by
CFOA Section 2I081.6h unless thay cantain citizen enforcement prowvisions.

intil SO can demanstrats an ahility to flly enforee canditions of past sppravals na new cenditions, Tacking eitizen
enforcement provisiaps ace legal under CEQA Section 210681.6h.

Cmlv when SWRCE can either- -

13 ingrease entorcemant 10 adequately monitor all approved conditians, or 2} stap or reduce approvals to the level of the
SWRFos capacity 1o monitar and enfaree all approved conditions can CROQA'S 21081.6h requirement be achieved.

AGRICELTURAL USE OF SLUGDE IN COMPOST 18 NOT PROUIBITED.
1F Shudge 15 uses i compost and token offsite for ngricuttural use. the heavy metals fe.g Tead) 2nd chemicals can get into
foond preducts and proundwater. These are significant impacts. This must he analyzed for patential impacts or prohibited.

* Plese state clearly (YES or NOY if Shudge Composting would be allowed under this Preposed Ordler. U Lind
upplication of sludge would be allowed afte composting - this GO must be rownitien 4o ¢leurly spell that outand this LR

must be ponmitien and recireulated.

Finally. please evatuste an ullcmative which sep

os rosidential und eor

STMAMARY

In cenelusion we objeet (o regulation of Svwage Sludge disposal anywhere other thum in hazizdous waste fucilitics as it is
indistingwishable from huzardous wasle disposal. Afler rosling this DELR we conelude that if there is 4 sale way (o upply
Sewage Slulge (o Land - the proposal und SWRCR sre not capable of uchivving il.

In wddhizon 1o (he substantive vomments wbéive, there scems to be wn additional procedural crvor. We dunol find where you
consulted with State svd Federal Agencics as eguired by CLQA Soctions Z1080.3, 21104, 21153; 15086 and 15104 end
discussel reguared subjeets reguired by CLQA Section 15126, Please consult with ALL proper agencics and telease the
ensironnrenual documents for public roview afier they e revritlen, wlier consultazon.

A
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sl s industrial sewage - sl e sourcss. l47-29

47-30

47-31

4727
{(cont) .

[==22)

From: Consupers Food Protection #issoc 9-10-99  4:;45pn

with CEQA Sections: 21092 h3 and 21092.2, please put us on your list of “Teterested Tarties” 5o we get all
he eyect

Trlease acknowledze receipt of this letter within 5 days.
e lool torward to your legally adequate respanse.

Wity al) due respeet,
Frenysmin TFiowana” Marchand. Fxecutive Direstor

The feller Jdesuments are included by reference:

LA RACHELS FIVIRONMENT & HEALTH WERKLY #5640
August 21, 1997 ANEW LS. WASTE §STRATEGY FMFERGES, PART 1

|B] RACHRL'S FAVIRONMENT & REALTH WEERTY #i61
August 28. 1997 NEW TLS. WASTE STRATEGY, P'T. 2: SEWAGE STINGR

L 1] Herbert R. Pahren and athers, "Health risks assacisted withland application of municipal sludge,® JOURNAL OF THE .
WATERTOTIUTION CONTROL FERERATION Vel 51, Wo. H (November 1979%pgs. 25%8-2601.12] 1.G. Bohish, T2.L
Lisk and others. CRGANIC TOXKIANTS ANDTATHOGENS TN SEWAGE STUDGE AND THER ENVIRCNMENTAT.
FFFECTS|Sipeciat Repart No. 42 (Tthaca, N.Y.: Comnell University.December, 1951).

18] Tha “T'art 013" sewage sludge repulations are availahle an diskeste from the Natianal Technical Tafarmation Servics
NTTS]: telephone 1-R(K-553-GR47, purchase item No. PRI3-S0047RTNC: price; $60.00,

|8hj Rohent Goodland and Abby Rockefeller. "What is Friviconmental Sustainability in Sanitation?® TRETC'S TNRIGHT
[newsletier of the Unjted Nations Environmert Programme, Tnternational Envirenmental Technelogl Centre] Summer,
196475, s 3-8, The Tnternationat Fnviranmentat Technolopy Centre ean he reached at: INETTETC, 2-1114
Ryokuchikoen. Tswunti-l, Csaka 538, Tapan. Telephone: (81-G) 9154580, fax? (f1-40) 915-0304; B-mail:
estrnhmarganeg.orjp: TIRT. hitp:/fwww.anep.anjp.

|94 Simoe: B Wild and others, "The Tnfluzace af Sewage Sledge Applications to Agricultural T.and on Human Expesure to
Talychlon mated Dibenza-Prdioxing (FCTIDs) and -Furaes (PCTIFE)," ENVIRONMENTAT POLTATION Val. §3 (1994),
pes 337 369 Andsee: Michael §. McTachlan and athers, *A Study of the Tnfluence of Sewage Sludge Fertilization on the
Concent.ations of POTHYTF and PCF in Soil and Mitk,® ENVIRCNMENTAL POLTITTION Vol. 85 (1994}, pas. 337-343,

[12JIF. Welch and 1.2 Tund. *Zine Movement in .
Sewage-Siudpe-Treated Soils as Tafluenced by Sail Traperties, Trrigation Water Quality, and Sail Maisture T.evel," SOT.
SCTENCE Vol 147, No. 3 (March 19890 pps. 208-214.

{13] 7T Sehnude. Tindarstanding Thytotoxicity Thresholds for Trace Elements inTand-applied Sewage Shudge,”

FMVIRCAIMENTAT, QUALTTY Vol. 26 (January -February 1997, pgs. 4-10.

L14) Fd Haag “Just Say No.* DATRY TODAY (March 1992, pgs. 8283

119] Tronald § Task and others, "Sarvey of Toxteants and

Nutrients s Composted Waste Materials.” ARCHTVES OF

EAVTR ATMENT AT, CONTAMINATICN AND TOXICOLOGY Vol. 22 (1992), pgs. 190194,

121 Min-Tian Wang and Kevin €. Janes, *lIptake of Chlarohenzznes by Carrots. from Spiked and Sewage
Sudge- Amended Soil.” .
ENVIRC 2T {ENT AT, SCTENCE AND TRCHNGLOGY Vol. 28, No. 7 (1993), pgs. 1260-1267.

121] Bhis-Tian Wang and Kevin C. Jones, *Behaviour and Fate of Chlarahenzenes (CHs) Tntroduced into Soil-Plant
Systems ry Sewage Shudge Application: A Review,” CHEMOSTHERE Val. 26.Na. 7 (1004}, pes. 1325-1360.
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{22] Tutw ¥, “haney. “Public Health and Shudge Thilization.” BIOCYCTLE (Clctaber 19000, pes. G873

23] A« “hang and others, "Cadmium Tiptake for Swiss Chard (Grown on Campasted Sewage Sludge Treated Tield Plots:
Plateay s Time Bomhd" JOURNAT OF FNVIRCNMENTAL QRIALITY Vol. 26 (January
_February 19674 pps. 11190

|24} Yunal:a Twata and others, "Tptake of o TCF (Areclar 12343 from Soil by Camots under Field Canditions.” RULLETIN

F .
ENVIRCONAFENTAT CONTAMTNATION & TOXTICOT.O KFY Vol 11, No. 6 {1974}, pps. 523-528.

|25] Tatn Srauber and Sheldon Ramptan, *Texic Shudgs is Good for Vou™. Camman Courage T'ress, 1995,




Responses to Comments from Consumer s Food Protection Association

47-1.

47-2.

47-3.

47-4.

For industrial waste response, see Response to Comment 44-12.

Californiais the leader in pesticide use, but the comment implies that all pesticides used
ultimately end up in biosolids. There are no conclusive scientific studies that show thisto
betrue. Biosolidshave been extensively tested and show extremely low level s of pesticides.
Additionally, the proposed GO requiresapreapplication report where biosolids aretested for
pesticides. Limits for pesticides were not set for biosolids because the low levels of
pesticides they contained did not pose arisk to human health and the environment.

Lead accumulationin soil from biosolidsland application hasbeen studied extensively. Lead
limits established in EPA’s Part 503 regulation are more than sufficient to protect human
health and the environment.

There are other measures that prevent “hazardous pollutants’ from entering a POTW.
Hazardous pollutants are controlled through pre-treatment programs because they would
destroy the biological treatment process.

The agencies listed by the commenter are not responsible agencies under CEQA. The
proposed project is adoption of aregulatory tool related to the land application of biosolids.
None of the listed agencies have any regulatory authority over adoption of a GO by the
SWRCB; none, therefore, would need to use this EIR in making a discretionary decision on
the proposed project. These agencies have been consulted in the process of devel oping the
proposed GO or scoping the content of the EIR. If individual projects being considered
under the proposed GO would need additional permit approval from other state or federal
agencies because of the presence of wetlands, protected species or other resource issues,
additional environmental review would probably be required and the appropriate additional
agencies would be consulted in the CEQA process.

Thecommenter’ sopinionthat use of theterm “ biosolids’ isdoublespeak isnoted. Thisterm
isnow theindustry standard when describing sewage sludge that has been treated and tested
sufficiently to allow for its beneficial reuse. The term isintended to differentiate between
untreated or minimally treated sewage sludge that istypically stored onsite or disposed, and
sewage sludgethat isof sufficient quality to provide abenefit from reuse asasoil conditioner
or fertilizer.

Referring to sewage sludge or biosolids has no relevance to the scientific facts that show
sewage sludge/biosolids are safe for land application. The term “biosolids’ is used as a
standard in the industry and is officialy recognized in Meriam-Webster's Collegiate
Dictionary, 10th edition (published in 1999).

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-155



47-5.

47-6.

a47-1.

47-8.

Sewage treatment plants, in most locations, accept a multitude of different waste streams.
However, their primary contributor is domestic sources. This source does not change
significantly and neither does the resulting sewage sludge or its product biosolids. Also see
Response to Comment 21-72.

RWQCB staff can include registered civil engineers, certified geologists, certified
engineering geologists, biologists, toxicologists, certified hydrogeologists, and laboratory
technicians specializing in water quality issues and environmental issues. These staff
interface with the regulated community on a day-to-day basis. Operators and laboratory
technicians are also trained professionals with licensing and certification requirements.

Oversight by the State and by EPA isadequate public protection agai nst improper testing and
reporting procedures. Currently, many land application sites are not subject to the level of
regulation proposed by the GO. See Response to Comment 47-6.

The comment addresses several issues associated with industrial wastes, reported
inadequaciesof EPA Part 503 regulationsfor not regulating all toxic compounds, and health
hazards from transfer of pollutants from biosolids through the food chain. The comment
implies that the proposed GO may be less protective in cases where biosolids are derived
fromwastewater treatment facilitiesthat receiveagreater proportion of industrial wastewater
than municipal wastewater. Most larger POTWSs, under the Clean Water Act, have a
pretreatment program that monitors and controls al the pollutants coming into the POTW.
Larger POTWSs have extensive pretreatment programs that typically include extensive
monitoring programs beyond what is required. Larger facilities also have less of a chance
of having drastic spikesin toxics because of the facility’ s sheer size. Therefore, thereisno
reason to conclude that biosolids derived from different facilities would be less protective
under the proposed GO. The preapplication report would determine the concentration of
specified metal and organic pollutants in the biosolids proposed for land application, and
differencesin concentrationswould be considered through permit restrictionson cumulative
loading rates.

Exclusion of toxic substances from EPA’s Part 503 regulations does not mean that these
compounds were not evaluated. On the contrary, EPA conducted an extensive screening
process with National Sewage Sludge Survey results to identify the probability of toxic
compounds being present in typical biosolids. EPA then conducted risk assessments on all
non-regul ated organic compounds and trace metal s that would reasonably be expected to be
in biosolids. The risk assessment concluded that the risk to public health and the
environment from these compounds was negligible. Reports on the inadequacies were
reviewed as part of the draft EIR process and found to lack sufficient scientific basis. EPA
has successfully refuted claims of inadequacies as well. Claims from site-specific case
studies that the comment letter presents are an example of why EPA used multiple
conservative factorsfor the risk assessments. By using redundant and conservative factors
in the risk assessments, biosolids application under the Part 503 regul ations and proposed
GO effectively reduce the risks so that site-specific conditions that could lead to higher

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-156



47-9.

47-10.

47-11.

47-12.

exposures to toxic substances will still be well within the range that protects human health
and the environment. Also see Response to Comments 21-57 and 26-28 regarding uptake
of metalsin certain crops.

Lead is aregulated pollutant in the proposed GO. The limit is derived from EPA’s risk
assessment performed for biosolids. Pesticides weretested for in the NSSS; most were not
detected in approximately 95 percent of the sewage treatment plants surveyed. Aldrin and
dieldrin were the two pesticides identified inthe NAS peer review as pollutants that should
be evaluated further during the next sewage sludge survey. The proposed GO requires
monitoring for those pollutants. Asbestos is not believed to be a pollutant of concern for
biosolids. Also, see Responses to Comments 21-72 and 28-11.

SWRCB staff respectfully disagrees with the assertion that biosolids application should be
prohibited because biosolids may contain potentially toxic compounds. The risk from
exposure of people, livestock, organisms, and the environment to substances that may be
present in biosolidsisrelated to numerousfactors, including theamount and rate of exposure
to the substance, concentration of the substance, route of transport (such as air, soil, and
water), and numerous environmental factorsaffecting thefate and transport of the substance.

EPA evauated the risks from exposure to compoundsin biosolids from around the country
and established the numerical limits for biosolids application based on conservative
assumptions for the various risk factors. Consequently, SWRCB staff does not consider
biosolids application to be harmful when managed as set forth through the provisionsin the
proposed GO. Site-specific reports challenging the adequacy of the risk assessments were
reviewed during the draft EIR processand found to lack sufficient scientific basisto warrant
further modification in the proposed GO. EPA has successfully refuted clams of
inadequacies as well.

Theopinionexpressedisnoted. Itisagreedthat lead isan environmental hazard, particularly
to young and unborn children. The EPA Part 503 regulations were based on extensive risk
assessments used to derive the standards, including the limitations on lead, which are being
used asabasisfor the proposed GO limitations of the cumulative loading rate not to exceed
300 kilograms per hectare (267 pounds per acre). Loadings at thisrate were not found to be
a significant risk through the 14 pathways evaluated in the Part 503 risk assessments,
including direct exposure to children.

As stated on draft EIR page 3-17, the impact of synthetic organic compounds (SOCs) in air
is minimal. These compounds are not regulated in biosolids because of their low
concentrationsand minimal risk (seedraft EIR page 5-32). Asstated on page 5-33, thelevel
of pesticidesin biosolidsislow and poses no excessive risk via biosolids land application
exposure pathways that might impact human health, including respiratory pathways (U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency 1995). ABT Associatesinc., inits1992 assessment of the
human health risks associated with land application of biosolids, calculated therateat which
organic contaminants would volatilize from sludge. Contaminants reviewed included
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benzene, benzo(a)pyrene, bis(2)ethylhexylphlate, chlordane, DDT, lindane, PCBs, and
trichloretheylene (ABT Associates 1992). ABT calculated that thetotal lifetime cancer risk
from exposure to these contaminants (from land applied biosolidsin air) was 5 x 10° for a
Highly Exposed Individual and 6 x 107 for the average individual. Thisisavery low rate;
almost al potential risk isassociated with PCB exposure. To add afurther safety margin to
the conservativefactorsintegrated into the Part 503 regul ations, Mitigation Measures4-2 and
5-2 wereincluded to extend from 30 daysto 60 or 90 days the time during which grazing is
prohibited. Thiswill allow more time for SOCs to volatilize and for pathogens to die off.

Also see Response to Comment 28-10.

This comment contained an opinion regarding the validity of the health risk assessments
prepared by EPA in support of the Part 503 regulations. The EPA risk assessment process,
after full consideration, is considered scientifically valid by SWRCB staff. While disputed
by some, these regulations are national standards. The health risk assessment process was
reviewed and supported by the NAS. Presentation of specific datafrom these documentsis
of national relevance but is not needed to support the conclusionsin this EIR.

Paragraph 3 on page ES-7 of the draft EIR refers only to water quality because that is the
framework for establishing filing fees under SWRCB regulation. The proposed GO is
intended to protect all elements of the state’s environment, including the public’s health.
State water quality standards are designed to protect beneficial uses of California s water
resources, including human consumption. CEQA requiresthat the state consider and avoid
any adverse effects of its actions, including the adoption of regulations. The potential
impacts on human health and agricultural productivity are considered in detail in the draft
EIR (see Chapters 4 and 5).

In addition to requiring a significant reduction in disease-causing organisms, the proposed
GO mandates alist of land management and site access restrictions designed to protect the
public from contamination of any crops, water or soil.

The DOHS has been consulted during development of the proposed GO and its EIR. The
DOHS was represented on the technical advisory committee that reviewed the early drafts
of the proposed GO and provided feedback as the proposed GO was developed into its
present form.

Master Responses 13 and 17 generally describe the basisfor the analysis of potential surface
water quality impactsunder the proposed GO. Responsesto Comments21-39, 21-41, 21-42,
and 21-43 further address specific issues of the analysis of surface water quality impacts.
SWRCB staff believesthe evidence supportsthe EIR’ sconclusionsthat risk to surfacewater
quality impairment from biosolids application is sufficiently low, additional protective
measures areincluded, and each RWQCB engineer hasauthority to requireindividual waste
discharge requirements for any application project that he or she feelswould not conform
to the proposed GO’ s provisions.
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The SWRCB and RWQCB regulatory policies and procedures mandated under the State
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were developed primarily to reflect the state’s
role in regulating water quality in compliance with federal water quality regulations,
including the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Quality Act. Therefore, the
SWRCB and individua RWQCB'’s implementation of permitting procedures under the
proposed GO would be consistent with the federal laws.

There are no quantitative limits on potential disease-causing organismsin the proposed GO
because it relies on the Part 503 regulations with regard to the definitions of Class A and
Class B biosolids. The Part 503 regulations contain numerical limitsfor Class A and Class
B biosolids for indicator organisms. Limitsfor individual pathogens have not been and are
not likely to be devel oped because of theanalytical difficultiesand costsinvolvedinanalysis
and enforcement of such limits. Aswith drinking water and food, individual pathogens are
not specified in numerical limits, but indicator organisms are used to determine therelative
safety of treatment and handling. The same applies to biosolids which are land applied and
subject to beneficial reuse.

47-17a. Asclearly stated in the draft EIR, the limits established in the proposed GO are based on

the Part 503 regulations devel oped by the EPA over several years and based on scientific
risk assessments. Elimination of organic compoundsin the Part 503 regulations, including
pesticides, was based on acomprehensive eval uation of the 1990 NSSSresults. Whilerisk
assessments were not performed for all compounds potentially in biosolids, EPA decided
to eliminate regulation, based on scientifically sound judgments with respect to the
probability of environmental risks. EPA determined that regulations for organic
compounds were not necessary because they were either present in sufficiently low
concentrations, no longer allowed for manufacture or use in the U.S,, or present at low
frequenciesamong tested biosolidssamples. Site-specific reportschallenging theadequacy
of the risk assessments were reviewed as part of the draft EIR process and found to lack
sufficient scientific basis to warrant further modification in the proposed GO. EPA has
successfully refuted claims of inadequacies as well.

47-17b. Complexity relates to the proposed GO's fee schedule and the relative operationa

47-18.

47-19.

difficultiesassociated with GO compliance. Both site sizesare given the same complexity
rating because both must have similar management practices for compliance.

CEQA does not require that potential pathogens be identified, quantified or avoided before
this project can be approved. The pathogen reduction and vector attraction requirements
being embodied in the proposed GO are those promulgated as part of the EPA’s Part 503
regulations. Standardsfor individual pathogens have not been established nationally for any
regulatory program related to water, wastewater or biosolids. Indicator organisms for
biosolids quality include fecal coliforms and salmonella.

The risk assessments on which the Part 503 regulations are based are acceptable for the
purposes of developing regulatory limits in the proposed GO for chemical limits. Risk
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assessments for pathogens are difficult to perform and may not be meaningful in terms of
evaluating potential effects because of the numerousfactorsthat must be considered, and the
varying geography and population characteristics of California’ s 58 counties In evaluating
any biosolids management program, the major microbiological consideration is the ability
of the generator to effectively monitor for treatment efficacy and thereliability of the process
used to effect pathogen reduction (National Research Council 1996). Measurement of
pathogen levelsarerequired in the proposed GO. Thereislittleinformation intheliterature
suggesting that regrowth of bacteriain land-applied biosolidsis a major issue or regulatory
concern that would warrant more restrictions than provided for in the Part 503 regulations.

See Response to Comment 47-15.

Biosolids application projects would not typically involve permitting procedures under
Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) which would involve the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and RWQCBs. These sections of the CWA are primarily associated
with discharges to water. Under the proposed GO, direct application of biosolidsto water
bodiesis prohibited.

See Response to Comment 47-15.

The presence or absence of separate or combined industrial and residential sewer collection
pipesin California has no relevance to the impact analysis. Regardless of the source of al
wastes being received at a municipal wastewater treatment plant, the biosolids generated at
that plant would have to meet the strict quality standards contained in the proposed GO
before it could be applied to land. An alternative that would require separation of all
industrial and residential sewage flows is not feasible because of the extreme cost and the
inability of the SWRCB to mandate and implement such an option.

Stabilized dudge is dudge that has undergone one or several biological or chemical
processes designed to minimize subsequent biodegradation of organic compounds. In
biological stabilization processes, the organic material in sludge is reduced through
biological degradationin controlled, engineered environments. Inchemical stabilization, the
aim is not to reduce the quantity of biodegradable organic matter in sludge; the goal isto
create conditions that inhibit microorganisms and therefore retard degradation of organic
material (National Research Council 1996).

The commenter iscorrect; animalswereinadvertently left out of several of the special status
species categories listed on draft EIR page 7-10. The words “and animals’ should be
inserted after the word “plants’ at the beginning of the first, second, third and fifth bullet
itemsunder “ Definition of Special-Status Species’ on page 7-10. Thischange doesnot alter
the impact significance determinations in Chapter 7.

Thecommenter iscorrectinthat the EIR failsto list “restrict therange of an endangered, rare
or threatened species’ as a CEQA significance criteria. While this criterion was not listed
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in the document, consideration of range restrictions was made in evaluating the potential
adverseeffectsof implementing the proposed GO. Thesepotential effectsarea soembodied
in the thresholds dealing with affecting or disturbing habitat or biologically unique or
sensitivenatural communities. Themost common way inwhich species’ rangesarereduced
isthrough habitat modification or loss. When considering whether a substantial effect was
going to occur on sensitive species habitat, no acreage limitation was used as a supporting
criterion. Theonly way inwhichimplementation of the proposed GO might reducetherange
of aprotected species would beif existing habitat wastilled or covered by land application
of biosolids. This potential effect is addressed in the EIR, beginning on page 7-11.
Mitigation Measures 7-1 and 7-2 require the RWQCB to consider habitat destruction or the
presence of sensitive species prior to issuing permits under the proposed GO. The impact
and mitigation discussions in the draft EIR do not need to be modified to reflect this
oversight in significance criteria. Draft EIR page 7-9 is modified by adding the following
to the bottom of the page:

» redtrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species

Thedraft EIR thoroughly considered whether implementation of the proposed GO affected
federal and state protected species. The conclusion was that biosolids use in a typical
agricultural settingwould not significantly effect protected species (see pages 7-11 through
7-14). The primary concern was the potential for discing or other modification of untilled
property or agricultural areas left fallow for more than one year. Mitigation capable of
avoiding adverseeffectsin thissituation arein the EIR (Mitigation Measures 7-1 and 7-2).
Formal consultation under the federal Endangered Species Act is only required when a
proposed project may adversely affect a protected species.

The proposed GO would not alow for permitting of aproposed land application operation
that would have significant adverse effects on protected species. If such impacts were
anticipated, the RWQCB staff would require application for waste discharge requirements
on an individua project basis. Additional environmental documentation, including any
mandatory consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine
Fisheries Service, would occur before an individual permit could be issued.

The RWQCBsdo take actionsthat meet the definition of enforcement. Theproposed GO’s
application process and required annual monitoring program are tracked by the SWRCB
and RWQCBs database. Also, the mandatory Pre-Application Report requires pertinent
information used for measuring compliance. Since passage of the Clean Water Act, self
monitoring for oversight programs hasworked for the majority of sites. The SWRCB and
RWQCB have full authority to enforce the GO requirements and any required mitigation.
Also see Master Response 1 and Responses to Comments 21-75, 43-38, and 43-39.

The proposed GO would regul ate the land application of composted material if it contained
biosolids and met the conditions identified on thefirst page of the proposed GO (see page
1 of Appendix A in the draft EIR, items 1.b. and 1.c.). Asindicated in the program
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description on draft EIR page 2-3 (Horticultural Use), composted materia is typically
classified as Class A Exceptional Quality and is often used in horticultural operations. It
may also, however, be used on agricultural land or in land reclamation activities. The
proposed GO does not regulate facilities where composting occurs; these facilities are
regulated primarily by the Integrated Waste Management Board and local enforcement
agencies.

Any composted biosolids material applied to the land under the proposed GO would have
to meet metalslimitations. Asrequired by the GO, heavy metals, includinglead, could not
be applied in sufficient concentration or volume to create a health risk or cause the
productivity of the land to be significantly reduced.

A complete separation of residential and commercial/industrial sewageisnot feasible any
timein the near future. Federal and state regulatory agencies require close monitoring of
effluents received by municipal treatment plants from commercial/industrial operations,
and require the industries to develop comprehensive pretreatment programs to control
discharge of contaminants. The agencies have not sought to totally separate these sources
of sewage.

The proposed GO's objectives are to provide a flexible and uniform regulatory
environment for the RWQCBSs as they deal with permit applications for land application
of biosolids. The SWRCB must also comply with the California Water Code (Section
13274) and a Superior Court of Californiajudicial order. The separation of municipal and
commercial/industrial sewage does not provide an alternative that meets these objectives.
Thisaternative might reduce some of the contaminantsthat must be treated in wastewater
facilities, but it would not avoid or reduce asignificant adverse effect of implementing the
proposed program.

The commenter’s opinions are noted. No additional response is required.

SWRCB staff hasdevel oped and implemented an extensive agency and public consultation
processfor thisEIR, asrequired by CEQA and itsimplementing guidelines. This process
isdescribed in detail beginning on draft EIR page 1-3. Thelist of individualsand agencies
contacted inthe Notice of Preparation phase of the CEQA processisincluded in Appendix
B of the draft EIR.

The impact discussions required by CEQA Section 15126 are in draft EIR Chapters 3
through 14 and in the “Other CEQA-Required Impact Conclusions’ section of the
Executive Summary, beginning on page ES-14.

The Consumers Food Protection Association has been added to the list of individuals and
agenciesto be notified regarding future public involvement opportunitiesfor the proposed
GO and itsEIR.
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